Remarks 

This Response K m bx n ><i together ^\rh:U uc>; tor Cent ucdi a ixhiatutxi. Hence, the 
Applicants respectfully request that the Notice of Appeal be deferred in favor of further prosecution 
as set forth below, 

> k 4ppiii s lave adde< ne% ( ; m2I It is based on Claim 20. However, Claim 2 1 
additionally recites thai the element has a conductivity between 10,5 and 56 m/ O - mar. Support 
may be found in the Applicants* specification in paragraph [0009] and paragraphs [0027]-[0033], 
The Applicants note that the 10,5 and 56 end points are explicitly shown, in paragm£h{d028].. Thus, 
those two figures esta - vi and lower limits. However, the actual conductivity of the 

divert einbetvi n those nmtthers given that the di venters consist of copper folleoatedvvith 
nickel on both siiriaoes thereof. 

Entry of Claim 21 into the official tile is respectfully requested. 

Claim 20 stands rejected under 3$ USC §103 over OS 4 608 and US '609 combined with US 
'938. Fhe \ «. " ^ j , 1 \ atton finis toe *v vggestthe 

Applicants' claimed voltaic element as recited in Claim 20. 

The Applicants will first begin with US *906 and its complete irrelevance- In that regard, 
the Applicants respeetMly submit that one skilled in the art wo u Id not have c ombined US "906 with 
US 4 938 and/or US '60S. This is because US "906 is directed to printed circuit boards and not 
batter F k S o -> c v ser>' specif! on; nd y occurs ot per 

sodouiu' r «t , „ f ^> s „ f r no s ^ v -■> 
deterioration between fix copper f at dth< s out! ne< n I S '9 6 m co utnn 1. lines 23-40. 

This has nothing to do with the primary issues of concern to tire Applicants. K is important 
to note that . rot to improve corrosion resistance of diveFters In 
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sharp contrast, the Applicants' primary objective was to provide cells with a very low internal 
impedance. This is described in paragraphs [0003] and [0004] in the Applicants' specification 
This difference in emphasis is also explained by reference to the Applicants' samples all of which 
deal with resistance/impedance and not corrosion resistance, 

* i ' -v. l c > 1 ms r ■>' i t v 

US 4 9Q6 and US '938. Hence, those skilled in the art would have no incentive to make this 
combination. 

The rejection rein sheavi > on US 4 '3 8 and a passage in paragraph [0085] of that publication, 

which recites that "terminals of various metals ... may be surface coated with titanium, tantalum, 

chromium and zinc" for the notion that it would he obvious to one skilled in the art not to coat the 

metal surface at all. The Applicants reproduce the entirety of that excerpt from US ; 938 below for 

the; sake of clarity: 

The terminals may be foils of various metals and alloys such as 
e^ steel wench ma\ be - ; 
coated with titanium, tantalum, chromium, zinc, nickel or tin. 

The problem with this text is that it is not relevant. In particular, that text, as reproduced above, 

refers to 'terminals." It does not refer to "collectors." Thus, it seems that the rejection does not 

ec e < fe e e e collectors and divei i^iec er mts* Claim 2 

In other words, the Applicants identify two different structures, namely collectors and 
diverters. as illustrated in log. 1 . The collectors are identified by reference numbers 2 and 3 and the 
diverters are identified by reference numbers 4 and 5. When taken in the context of US '938, the 
Applicants' claimed diverters am the structure referred to in US '938 as "terminals." The 

Applicant; ,1 i sed lec t i inherently different rom the diverters Ci 11 " id are c c 
different man the terminals disclosed in US '938. Thus, the Applicants respectfully submit that the 
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disclosure in US '938 is relevant to the Applicants' diverters, but utterly irrelevant to the Applicants' 
collectors- Thus, Claim 20 recites a combination of collectors consisting of copper without a nickel 
coating and diverters consisting of foil with a nickel coating. The rejection simply does not 
recognize this difference. As a consequence, the Applicants respectfully submit that even if the 
teachings of US '938 are applied to Claim 20, they are app ieab e to the Ap >lict us div« ers, but 
noi the collectors, in other words. US '93S does not provide any disclosure directed to or relevant to 
the Applicants' collectors. Hence, the combination of US '906 and US '608 with \ S '938 would 
still hi ddre o > - - iaimed collectors and would therefore inherently fei 1 to provide 

any teachings, suggestions or guidance with respect to the Applicants' claimed collectors. Thus, the 
rejection must fail. 

The Applicants thus note that if the search for corrosion resistant materials as is mentioned in 
the rejection would have been the driving force behind the Applicants' activities (or those of one 
skilled in the art), it would have been inconsequential to replace only the diverters of the element by 
i kel-coated copper and not the codec ? re usually the struc , \ hthc 

eiectrolyt^and, therefore, being subjected to an ionosphere wl ch a much more corrosive :hxi the 
al' tosphere surr i d \ \ a verters. Hence, the combination would fail to result in the Applicants' 
structure .as recited in Claim 20. 

The rejection points out that the Applicants" specification disposes -hat the Aopper is 
\ ! i . n s^i!( V vCrtn^VA \ on. its oeesfica'vn 

is improper in addressing a rejection under 35 USC §103. The rejection must be based on the 
gc c th t a t e Applic eeii] on, it language s luce laim t must 
be considered relative to the prior art. The Applicants' discussion in the specification is not relevant 
and it is therefore Improper to rely on the Applicants' specification as a basis tojustif) rejecting a 
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claim. The analysis of a claim must be based on the prior an, not the Applicants' specification. 

The * ppiieants respectful!} submit that they have established thai there is no motivation to 
make the combination of US '608 and US '906 with US '938 and that, in any event, even if the 
combination were to be made, the structures resulting .from that combination would be completely 
different because the focus of such a combination would be on the Applicants' claimed diverters, 
not the Applicants' claimed collectors. Withdrawal of the rejection is accordingly respectfully 
requested. 

ir: light oft he forgoing, the Applicants respectfully submit Jut the enure Application 'snow 
in condition for allowance, which is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 

T. Daniel 1 Christenburv 
Reg. No. 31,750 
Attorney for Applicants 

TDC/vp 
(215)656-3381 



KASTU4978294.5 



6 



